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OPINION

Appdlant entered a pleaof guiltyto aggravated sexua assault of a child in two causes pursuant to

a plea agreement. The trial court accepted his plea in each cause, found the evidence sufficient to

Subgtantiate his guilt, and assessed punishment, in accordance with each plea agreement, a twenty year’'s

confinement inthe Indtitutiona Divisionof the TexasDepartment of Crimind Justice. Infour pointsof error,

appdlant contends the trial court committed reversible error by depriving him of the right to compulsory

process under the Due Process Clause of the United States Congtitution and the Due Course of Law

provison in the Texas Condtitution. We dismiss for want of jurisdiction.



To invoke the gppellate jurisdiction of this court over an appeal from a judgment entered on a
negotiated plea of guilty, gopellant mug file a pecific notice of appeal complying with the extra notice
requirements of rule 25.2(b)(3) of the Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure. See Manuel v. State, 994
S.W.2d 658, 661-62 (Tex. Crim. App. 1999). Rule 25.2(b)(3) requires that the notice of apped Hate
the following: (1) the apped is for a jurisdictiona defect; (2) the substance of the appeal was raised by
writtenmotionand ruled onbeforetrid; or (3) the tria court granted appelant permission to gpped. TEX.
R. APP. P, 25.2(b)(3).

In both causes, appedlant filed a general notice of appeal dleging that his plea was involuntary,
“induced by ineffective assstance of counsd.” A genera notice of appea does not comply with the
requirements of rule 25.2(b)(3). Nevertheless, a generd notice of gpped is sufficient to invoke gppellate
jurisdiction to consider the voluntariness of a negotiated plea. See Moorev. State, 4 S.\W.3d 269, 271
(Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist.] 1999, no pet.). Appdlant, however, doesnot assert on appedl that his
pleawasinvoluntary. Insteed, gppellant dlegestrid error in the denid of his right to compulsory process
under the state and federal congtitutions. Because gppd lant’ sgenera notice of appeal doesnot invokethe
jurisdictionof this court to consider the issues he now raises onappeal , wemust dismissthe appeal for want
of juridiction. See Slaton v. State, 981 SW.2d 208, 210 (Tex. Crim. App. 1998).

Accordingly, we dismiss this apped for want of jurisdiction.
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